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ANDERSON

MCNAIR

March 24, 2009

via Electronic Filing

The Honorable Charles L.A. Terreni
P.O. Drawer 11649 (29211)

101 Executive Center Drive, Suite 100
Columbia, South Carolina 29210

RE: In the Matter of Complaint of Sprint Communications Company, L.P.
against PBT Telecom, Inc.
Docket No. 2008-389-C

Dear Mr. Terreni:

Enclosed for filing please find the Answer of PBT Telecom, Inc., in the
above-referenced docket. By copy of this lefter, T am serving a copy of this
Answer on all parties of record.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Best ards

M. Yohn Bow I.

MIBJR:ss

Enclosure

cc: Mr. L.B. Spearman
William R. Atkinson, Esq.
Parties of record

BLUFFTON CHARLESTCN CHARLOTTE COLUMBIA GECRGETOWN GREENVILLE HILTON HEAD

ATTORNEYS

M. John Bowen, Jr.

jbowen@mecenair.net

T (803) 799-9800
F (803) 753-3219

MeNair Law Firm, P. A,
The Tower at 1301 Gervais
1301 Gervais Street

11th Floar

Columbia, SC 28201

Mailing Address
Post Office Box 11380
Columbia, SC 29211

menair.net

MYRTLE BEACH




BEFORE
THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF
SOUTH CAROLINA

Docket No. 2008-389-C

IN RE:
Sprint Communications, L.P.,
Complainant, -

ANSWER OF
v. PBT TELECOM, INC.
PBT Telecom, Inc.,

Defendant.

i = S N

PBT Telecom, Inc. (“PBT”) respectfully submits this Answer to the Complaint of Sprint
Communications, L.P. (“Sprint”). PBT answers the Complaint, and replies to the allegations set
foﬁh by Sprint in its Complaint, as follows:

1. PBT denies each and every allegation of the Complaint not herein specifically
admitted and demands strict proof thereof. |

FOR A FIRST DEFENSE

2. Upon information and belief, PBT admits the allegations in Paragraph 1 of the

Complaint.
3. Uiaon information and belief, PBT admits the allegation contained in Paragraph 2
of the Complaint.

4. PBT admits the allegations contained in Paragraph 3.

5. PBT admuts the allegations contained in Paragraph 4.
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6. PBT admits the allegations contained in Paragraph 5.

7. Responding to the allegations contained in Paragraph 6, PBT admits that PBT and
Sprint filed with the Commission the parties’ negotiated Interconnection Agreement (“the
Agreement”) on October 13, 2008, which was assigned Docket No. 2008-389-C, and that the
Commission issued a Directive on October 29, 2008, memorializing the vote to approve the

(19

Interconnection Agreement. PBT is without information or belief as to Sprint’s “understanding”
of the Commission’s procedure with respect to approval of interconnection agreements.

8. To the extent that Paragraphs 7, 8, 9, and 10 quote or cite portions of the
Interconnection Agreement, such matters speak for themselves and réquire no response from
PBT.

9. With respect to the allegations contained in Paragraph 11, PBT admits that its
counsel received a letter, dated January 21, 2009 (“Exhibit A”), from counsel for Sprint
regarding the Interconnection Agreement. However, PBT denies the remaining allegations in
Paragraph 11 and further denies all allegations presented in Exhibit A.

10.  PBT denies all of the allegations contained in Paragraph 12.

11.  PBT denies all of the allegations contained in Paragraph 13 and further denies that
Sprint is entitled to the relief requested.

| 12. PBT denies that Sprint is entitled to the relief requested in its “WHEREFORE”
clause in Paragraph 14 of the Complaint.
FOR A SECOND DEFENSE
13.  PBT re-alleges Paragraphs 1-12 as if fully set forth herein.

14.  The Complaint should be dismissed because Sprint has failed to state a claim

upon which relief may be granted. Specifically, Sprint has failed to provide any proof that PBT
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has refused to implement the parties’ Interconnection Agreement. Sprint points to certain
telephone calls and messages, along with email communications requesting scheduling of a
telephone conference call, in attempting to show that PBT is not in compliance with the
Agreement. It is Sprint, however, which has not complied with the terms and conditions of the
Agreement. In Paragraph 10 of its Complaint, Sprint cites to Section 2.7 (“Facility Sizing”) of
the Interconnection Attachment to the Agreement and underlines language which specifies that
trunks would be ordered via an “Access Service Request” (“ASR™). ASR is defined in Section
2.1 of the Agreement as follows:

An industry standard form, which contains data elements and usage rules

used by the Parties to add, establish, change or disconnect services or

trunks for the purposes of interconnection.

The Agreement is clear in providing that it is the obligation and duty of the CLEC (in this
case, Sprint) to submit the appropriate ASR in order to physically connect with PBT. To date,
Sprint has not submitted the appropriate ASR to PBT. Telephone calls and email
- communications requesting the scheduling of a teleconference call are not appropriate
alternatives to an ASR in establishing services or trunks for the purpose of interconnection.

PBT is willing to provide interconnection in accordance with the terms and conditions of
the Agreement to the extent that Sprint submits an appropriate ASR. PBT is not attempting to
unreasonably delay implementation of the Agreement, but, instead, is merely trying to ensure
that the terms and obligations of the Agreement are followed by both parties. Once PBT has
received the appropriate ASR from Sprint, it will respond in accordance with the terms and

conditions of the Agreement. Sprint is free to include in the ASR any questions or inquiries it

may have of PBT, and PBT will respond accordingly.
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WHEREFORE, having fully answered the Complaint, PBT respectfully requests that this
Commission dismiss Sprint’s Complaint for the reasons stated herein and grant such other and

further relief as is just and proper.

Respectfully sylmitt d,

McNAIR LAW FIRM, P&.’

Post Office Box 11390

Columbia, S.C. 29211
jbowen@mecnair.net; pfox@mecnair.net
Tel: (803) 799-9800

Fax: (803) 753-3219

ATTORNEYS FOR PBT TELECOM, INC.
March 24, 2009

Columbia, South Carolina.
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BEFORE

THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF

SOUTH CAROLINA

Docket No. 2008-389-C

INRE: Sprint Communications L.P.
Complainant,
Vs,

PRT Telecom, Inc.

Defendant.

CERTIFICATE
OF SERVICE

i g L A A N

I, Betty Y. Wheeler, do hereby certify that T have this date served one (1) copy of
an Answer on behalf of PBT Telecom, Inc. upon the following counsel of record by
causing said copies to be deposited with the United States Postal Service, first class
postage prepaid and affixed thereto, and addressed as follows

John I.Pringle, Jr., Esquire
Ellis Lawhorne & Sims, P.A.
1501 Main Street, Suite 500
Columbia, SC 29202

March 24, 2009

Columbia, South Carolina

COLUMBIA 949308v]

Nanette S. Edwards, Esquire
Office of Regulatory Staff
1401 Main Street

Suite 900

Columbia, SC 29201

Betty Y. Wheeler

McNAIR LAWE

Post Office Bo¥' 1 1390
Columbia, South Carolina 29211
(803) 799-9800




